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ment of this condition, pp. 409, 423; see also Fisher v. Blight, 2 Cranch 358. 
Language more closely restricting the judiciary has at times been used. Civil 
Rights Cases, 109 U. S. 3, 51. But the court has hitherto justified discrimina- 
ting statutes by establishing positive grounds of distinction. Legal Tender 
Cases, 12 Wall. 457; Minneapolis, &->c, Ry. Co. v. Beckwith, 129 U. S. 26. 
So it has positively shown the reasonableness of classifications of taxable 
property. Magoun v. Bank, 170 U. S., 283, 294; but see Am. S. R. Co. v. 
La., 179 U. S. 89, which is theoretically the sound rule. Cooley, Const. 
Lim. 393. In failing to require this positive justification, the court has 
advanced a step. 

Constitutional Law — Habeas Corpus — Exclusion of Chinese. — United 
States v. Sing Tuck et al., 24 Sup. Ct. 621. — Chinese persons claiming 
United States citizenship, but offering no proof, upon being refused admission 
to this country, obtained writs of habeas corpus without first making appeal to 
the Secretary of Commerce and Labor. Held, that such appeal is pre- 
requisite to an appeal to the courts, and that due process of law is not 
disregarded by the Chinese regulations of the Department of Commerce and 
Labor. Mr. Justice Brewer and Mr. Justice Peckham, dissenting. 

That the statutes may constitutionally make the authority of executive 
officers exclusive in the case of aliens is well established. Fong Yue Ting v. 
U, S., 149 U. S. 698. The court in the principal case expressly disclaims de- 
ciding whether their decisions may be made final upon the facts of citizenship, 
referring to 'Cos Japanese Immigrant Case, 189 U. S. 86; Fok Yung Yo v. U. 
S., 185 U. S. 296; and Chin Bak Kan v. U. S., 186 U. S. 193, as the available 
precedents if a decision of this point should become necessary. In the district 
court it has been held that the question of citizenship is one which cannot be 
committed for final decision to executive officers. U. S. v. Yee Mun Sang, 
93 Fed. 365. But the tendency both in the Supreme Court and in the lower 
courts seems to be in the other direction. That a claim of citizenship is not 
enough to affect the finality of the jurisdiction of a United States Commissioner 
was decided in Chin Bak Kan v. U. S., supra, but in that case the commis- 
sioner's judgment had been already affirmed by the district court. In the case 
of an alien, irregularity in conducting the hearing, and a refusal to hear 
cumulative testimony have been held not to constitute grounds for review by 
the courts. In re Leong Youk Tong, 90 Fed. 648. See also In re Lee Ping, 
104 Fed. 678. 

Constitutional Law — Validity of Municipal Ordinances — Bill 
Boards.— Bill Posting Sign Co. v. Atlantic City, 58 Atl. 342 (N. J.)— 
Held, that an ordinance forbidding the construction of signs upon private 
property, regardless of whether such signs are a menace to the public safety, 
is unconstitutional, as an attempt to appropriate private property to public use 
without compensation. 

Municipal ordinances against bill boards are generally enacted on grounds 
of public safety. Whether they are upheld as safety measures, Rochester v. 
West, 164 N. Y. 510, or held to be unreasonable, Crawford v. Topeka, 51 
Kan. 756, they do not purport to prohibit upon the ground of unsightliness. It 
was held in People v. Green, 83 N. Y. Supp. 460, that a statute giving a 
municipality unlimited power to regulate the erection of signs upon private 
property is inimical to the constitutional provision. But the limitation of height 
of bill boards to six feet has been upheld as a proper safety measure. Rochester 



